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REMARKS 



Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-11 are pending in the present application. Claims 1 and 3-9 are amended, 
and Claims 10 and 1 1 are added by the present amendment. The addition of Claims 10 and 
1 1 is supported by the originally filed specification and does not introduce any new matter. 

In the outstanding Office Action, the Abstract was objected to; Claims 1-7 and 9 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Applicants' background art in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,281,863 to Sasaki et al. (hereinafter " Sasaki "); and Claim 8 was objected to 
as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form. 

Applicants' representatives thank Examiner Laneau for the interview granted on 
February 3, 2004, and previously scheduled for January 27, 2004. During that interview, the 
outstanding rejections were discussed in detail for each of the independent claims. The 
present response sets forth the substance of those discussions, which Examiner L aneau 
agreed shows that the claims are.patentable over the ap plied references. 



Addressing now the rejection of Claim 1 under § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicants' background art in view of Sasaki , that rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Independent Claim 1 is directed to a method for driving a display panel, in which a common 
electrode and a discrete electrode are connected to one of plural display cells arranged in a 
matrix form. The method includes, inter alia, the steps of: (a) supplying the common 
electrode with a reset pulse opposite in polarity to a display pulse, the reset pulse for 
inversion of charges stored on the common electrode; and (b) supplying the common 
electrode with a single-step pulse of the same polarity as the display pulse. 
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As discussed during the interview with respect to Claim 1 , such steps can be used 
when addressing a false discharge problem, which may occur when using a two-step display 
pulse. Further, there is insufficient motivation to combine Applicants' background art and 
Sasaki , because the Office Action has not met its burden of proof to show that modifying the 
background art to apply Sasaki's full writing pulse in lieu of a two-step initialization pulse 
would improve display contrast. 1 Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the § 
103(a) rejection of independent Claim 1, and Claims 2-3 depending therefrom, be withdrawn. 

Addressing now the rejection of Claim 4 under § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicants' background art in view of Sasaki , that rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 4 
is amended to depend from independent Claim L As originally presented, Claim 4 was 
directed to a method reciting features similar to those of Claim 1 . However, in addition to the 
first single-step pulse of step (b), Claim 4 further recites (as originally and presently 
presented) a similar second single-step pulse that rises within 1 /zs after the rise of the first 
single-step pulse. By applying the second single-step pulse within 1 /xs of the first single-step 
pulse, the problem of false discharge can be similarly addressed in the manner described 
above. 2 As discussed during the interview, neither Applicant's background art nor Sasaki 
teaches a dual-step pulse having first and second single-step pulses rising within 1 /xs of each 
other. Further, for the reasons stated above, the Office Action has not met its burden of proof 
to show that there is sufficient motivation to combine Applicants' background art and Sasaki . 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the § 103(a) rejection of independent Claim 
4 be withdrawn. 

Addressing now the rejection of Claim 5 under § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicants' background art in view of Sasaki , that rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Independent Claim 5 is also directed also method for driving a display panel. As discussed 

1 Office Action, 1/2/2004, page 3. 

2 Specification, page 18, lines 6-8. 
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during the interview, neither Applicant's background art nor Sasaki teaches the claim ed data 
transfer period. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the § 103(a) rejection of 
independent Claim 5, and Claim 6 depending therefrom, be withdrawn. 

Addressing now the rejection of Claim 7 under § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicants' background art in view of Sasaki , that rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Independent Claim 7 is also directed to a method for driving a display panel. The method 
includes, inter alia, applying an initialization sequence voltage and a display pulse to the 
common electrode; and applyin g a dischar gesu ppression pulse to the, discrete electrode. In 
Sasaki , assuming that the Office Action is alleging that the full writing pulse 2 corresponds to 
the claimed display pulse, it is noted that the full writing pulse 2 is applied to the independent 
electrode (see Figure 9(b)), rather than common electrode as claimed. 3 Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the § 103(a) rejection of independent Claim 7 be 
withdrawn. 

Addressing now the rejection of Claim 9 under § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Applicants' background art in view of Sasaki , that rejection is respectfully traversed. Claim 9 
is directed to a method for driving a display panel. The method includes, inter alia, the step 
of removing charges that trigger an unintended discharge of one of plural display cells during 
a stabilization period, in which voltages are not applied to either the common electrode or the 
discrete electrode. Claim 9 is believed to be patentable in light of thejecita tion of a__ 
stabil ization period similar to the stabilization period o fCiairn8, which was indicated as 
allow able. F urther, for the reasons stated above, the Office Action has not met its burden of 
proof to show that there is sufficient motivation to combine Applicants' background art and 
Sasaki . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the § 103(a) rejection of 
independent Claim 9 be withdrawn. 

3 Sasaki , col. 4, line 60 - col. 5, line 2. 
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New dependent Claims 10 and 1 1 are added to provide an alternate scope of 
protection as compared to independent Claims 1 and 4, respectively. New Claim 10 recites 
that a ratio of a first duration of the reset pulse, to a second duration from termination of the 
display pulse to the start of the reset pulse, is approximately 3: 1. 4 New Claim 1 1 recites that 
the first and second pulses of the two-step pulse fall within 1 fis of one another. 5 Applicants 
respectfully submit that the features of new Claims 10 and 1 1 further distinguish over the 
applied art. 

Consequently, in light of the above discussion and in view of the present amendment, 
the present application is believed to be in condition for allowance, and an early and 
favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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4 For support, see Specification, page 16, line 26 - page 17, line 1. 

5 For support, see Specification page 18, lines 9-13. 
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